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It is first noted that in Applicant's Amendment of 2/ 13/2006, Claims 3 and 29 
are indicated as being cancelled, but their respective claim language also appears. 
Applicant's Remarks indicate that the intent was cancellation of Claims 3 and 29 by 
the instant Amendment, as such, Claims 3 and 29 have been considered cancelled. 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of35U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and 
distinctly claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1, 2, 4, 7-12, 31 and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim 
the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

The Examiner would like to first-of-all point-out that there is a question as to 

whether there is sufficient support in the Specification for the instant Amendment. 

On Page 7 of the Specification, in lines 1-7, (and as directed to in Applicant's 

accompanying Arguments of 2/ 13/2006) it essentially states that 

in a further embodiment, laser fuses are employed and that laser fuses are 
generally defined as a conductive path, which is made non-conductive by laser 
ablation, melting or otherwise vaporizing a section of the conduction path by an 
external laser so that the conductive path no longer conducts. 

The Examiner can find no other text or Figure within the Specification, which 
expounds or elaborates upon the use of lasers or points to a further embodiment 
utilizing lasers for blowing the fuses. The Examiner concurs with Applicant that laser 
fuses have a specific definition, and thus, are different from say thermal fuses and 
they tend to be large and cumbersome and require laser stimuli for blowing whereas 
thermal fuses can be blown via circuitry and specifically applied voltages and/ or 
currents. In Applicant's arguments, (see Page 7), a passage from the Bertin et al. 
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Reference has been reproduced. The Bertin et al. Reference (6,141,245) was relied 
upon for the rejection of the claims in the latest Office Action of 1 1 /8/2005. Applicant 
draws attention to this passage in an attempt to overcome a teaching of laser blowing 
of the fuses by alleging that Bertin et al. teach away from laser blowing. However, the 
passage merely recites that laser fuses require lasers to blow and that after 
encapsulation of the circuit, the fuses can no longer be blown by a laser. Applicant 
continues on Page 8 of the Response to further show how Bertin et al. teach the use of 
thin metal fuses over that of laser fuses. It is clear now that laser fuses are different 
from other fuses and require laser blowing. This brings up the instant 35 USC 1 12, 
2 nd paragraph issues. The language found in Independent Claims 1,31 and 32 are 
confusing in that it is not known how the fuses can be blown by both currents and/or 
voltages and by lasers. The method Claim 31 is especially confusing in that it first 
causes the fuse to cease conducting in response to variations in voltage or current and 
later in the claim recites that the fuse is then blown by a laser. 

In response to this rejection, Applicant is requested to point to specifics with 
the instant Disclosure for clear support for the instant Claim language. The following 
Rejection is deemed to be proper and Applicant's arguments have been essentially 
addressed in the discussion above. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by 
the manner in which the invention was made. 
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This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that 
was not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the 
examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 
U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 1, 2, 4, 7-12, 31 and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bertin et al. (6,141,245) in view of Bakulin et al. (6,927,957) and 
Eldridge et al. (6,621,260). 

Bertin et al. disclose in Figure 1, a system for de-coupling a capacitive path (30) 
from an IO pad (25) and a protected component (20) (a processor for Claims 2 & 32) 
wherein a first circuit (50) is a fuse and a second circuit (55) (fuse blow pad for Claim 
4) able to cause the first circuit to cease conducting in response to variations in 
voltage or current wherein a node is coupled to the first circuit (between (55) and (30)) 
and a capacitive path (30) is decoupled from the IO pad and protected component (20) 
in response to the first circuit (50) ceasing to conduct. (See Col. 4, lines 19-44). 
Bertin et al. do not appear to disclose details about the protective device (30) except 
that it is commonly known in the art (see Col. 4, lines 27-31). However, Bakulin et al. 
teach that commonly known protective devices are diodes, i.e. (108 & 1 10). It would 
have been obvious to use the known diodes of Bakulin et al. as the commonly known 
protective device of Bertin et al. as a means to protect the protected component from 
both positive and negative transients arriving at the IO pad, before the device was 
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mounted in a pcb or system, and therefore, less susceptible to ESD events, thus 
resulting in a more reliable product. As far as Claims 10 and 32, Bertin et al. disclose 
that a certain current flow is used to blow the fuse(s) (50), but do not exactly disclose 
the application of voltages to the pads and at values less than for activation of the 
protective device(s). It is the opinion of the Examiner, that it would have been obvious 
to apply different voltages at the respective pads as a means to effectively get a current 
to flow from one voltage potential to another voltage potential, which would blow the 
fuse, thereby resulting in the desired de-coupling of capacitance, which is undesirable 
as processor speeds increase (see Col. 1, lines 12-26). It also would have been obvious 
to keep the voltage potentials to a level insufficient to activate the protective device(s) 
since activation of the protective device would render the fuse blowing process 
unreliable, due to the different current flow path, (i.e. from the fuse blow pad thru the 
appropriate diode and not the 10 pad). Claims 1 1 and 12 essentially add that the 
second circuit further requires a control input and that a single signal can control 
multiple second circuits. Figure 2(a) of Bertin et al. show the use of second circuit 
having control inputs (80a-n) and controlled by a signal (92), but do not specifically 
disclose that the second circuit shorts to ground upon receipt of the signal, but rather 
merely connects the fuse to a power supply. It is the opinion of the Examiner, that it 
would have been obvious to apply the appropriate voltage to the appropriate pad so as 
to get the desired current flow thru the fuse for blowing of the fuse. Use of a power 
supply would be necessary in either case, since if the fuse blow pad is ground, a 
voltage would be necessary at the IO pad so as to get the current flow. Although 
Bertin et al. disclose that the use of a laser for fuse blowing is known in the art, the 
teachings of Eldridge et al. have been provided for the use of a laser for fuse blowing. 
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It would have been obvious to implement the laser as a means for fuse blowing so as 
to avoid having to apply a voltage source to each IO pad needing its associated fuse 
blown, thereby easing the process especially if a large number of fuses needed to be 
selectively blown. 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and 
any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1. 136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date 
of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire 
later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ronald W. Leja whose telephone number is (571)272- 
2053. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday thru Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Brian Sircus can be reached on (571)272-2800. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http: / /pair-directuspto.gov. 
Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the 
Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free) § 
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